Why We Will Fight #4 

11 May 1998 

By Mike Vanderboegh, 1ACR 


Fighting For More Than Just Our Place In This World 

(I desire as soldiers) "such men as had the fear of God before them and as made some 
conscience of what they did...the plain russet-coated captain that knows what he fights for and 
loves what he knows." -- Oliver Cromwell, Sept., 1643. 

"The struggle we are involved in is not one of Democrat versus Republican, conservative versus 
liberal, or black versus white. It is a struggle of Constitutional versus unconstitutional....Of the 
rule of law versus the rule of the jungle....Of Truth versus lies....In the final analysis it is one of 

good versus evil....Of righteousness versus unrighteousness.Of the God- fearing versus the 

very devil. It is Spiritual Warfare." 

-- Mike Vanderboegh. 

"No King But King Jesus!" -- A battle cry of the Revolutionary War. 

"Then the Lord said unto me, Out of the north an evil shall break forth upon all the inhabitants of 
the land. For, lo, I will call all the families of the kingfom of the north, saith the Lord; and they shall 
come, and they shall set every one his throne at the entering of the gates of Jersalem, and against 
all the walls thereof round about, and against all the cities of Judah. And I will utter my 
judgements against them touching all their wickedness, who have forsaken me, and have burned 
incense unto other gods, and worshipped the works of their own hands. Thou therefore gird up 
thy loins, and arise, and speak unto them that I command thee: be not dismayed at their faces, 
lest I confound them before them. For, behold, I have made thee this day a defenced city, and an 
iron pillar, and brasen walls against the whole land, against the kings of Judah, against the 
princes thereof, against the priests thereof, and against the people of the land. And they shall 
fight against thee; but they shall not prevail against thee; for I am with thee, saith the Lord, to 
deliver thee." 

Jeremiah, Chapter 1, Verses 14-19. 

The Constitutional militia movement is a diverse bunch of Americans. Often, we disagree on more 
than we agree. There are militias of laissez faire libertarians, upper-middle class white-collar 2nd 
Amendment militias, militias of conspiratorialist despisers of English royalty, Freemasons, and 
Jewish bankers. There are conservative Jewish militias, black self-defense militias, and Christian- 
faith militias of every race and sectarian stripe. There are Northern California "Guard the Dope!" 
militias, and South Texas "Guard the Border!" militias. I have yet to encounter either a nudist 
militia or a Zoroastrian militia, but I shouldn't be surprised if I do. 

The one thing that we agree on (by self-definition) is that the only guarantee of the rights of each 
of us is the same thing that the Founders counted upon to guard the rights of all of us- the 
Constitution of the United States, particularly the Bill of Rights, especially the Second 
Amendment. We agree that these liberties and protections must be extended to all Americans, 
regardless of race, creed, color or religion, even (perhaps especially) if we disagree with them. It 
is this belief, this restraint, which separates us from predatory street gangs and racist terrorists 
and nightriders of every skin color. 




Thus, the Constitutional militia movement seeks not a revolution so much as a restoration of the 
Founders' republic. In this we mirror the Founders who were among the most conservative of 
revolutionaries, insisting until well into the war that what they sought was merely their rights as 
free men guaranteed under the English Constitution, which was being ignored by the King. 

Popcorn-eating Hyenas 

So beware the "patriot revolutionary" who misrepresents neo-Nazi hyenas as Constitutional 
militiamen wearing camouflage. They will not fight for the same cause you do. They despise 
people of faith as weaklings, seek the right only for themselves to rule, and would hang the 
balance of us as "race traitors" were they to succeed. They are God-hating collectivists as much 
as Communists, and true American patriots could no more make common alliance with them than 
they could with Bill Clinton and his banana republic bunch, or for that matter with a pack of rabid 
dogs, which they more closely resemble. The dictatorial state they seek differs only in its face, not 
in its tyrannical claws. Indeed, the worst anti-Christian filth I ever read was in a neoNazi tract, 
depicting Christ and Christians as effeminate, homosexual and weak. 

Aryan Nations terrorists such as Louis Beam have tried to cloak their anti- American, anti- 
Christian, white supremacist beliefs for the past ten years with the cloak of religion called 
Christian Identity. Now not all Identity believers are neoNazis or terrorists. Indeed, there are many 
who, though I disagree with them mightily in their interpretation of the Bible, hold the Constitution 
in just as high a regard as I do, and would extend its protections to all regardless of race, color, or 
religion. I am pleased to call some of these men and women my friends. 


************************************************* 


"God made that good child black, and I won't have you goin' around blasphemin' and doubting 
God's wisdom!" Mrs. Powell, Birmingham, Alabama, circa 1962, moments after slapping her son 

for calling a playmate a "nigger." 

************************************************** 


Indeed, though I think it makes it harder for such a person to enter into the Kingdom of Heaven, if 
America is anything it is a place where you may hate anyone you choose, so long as you do not 
act on that hate to commit crimes, or seek a revolution to make your hate government policy. If 
this is true for the left-liberal-communist haters, it is equally true of neoNazis and Kluxers. 

Were I a Christian Identity who believed in the Constitution, I would seek to distance myself from 
hyenas such as Louis Beam- a man who at 9:00A.M. on the 19th of April in 1995 is reported to 
have been sitting in front of his TV screen with a bowl of popcorn waiting for a daycare full of 
innocent kids in Oklahoma City to be blown up. 

Why do you suppose it was that Michael Fortier, whose drug connection occasionally passed 
through Elohim City, told the FBI that he would make a deal with them on McVeigh ONLY if they 
could protect him "from the Aryans?" It is the neoNazi and "Identity" terrorists who have proved 
such willing patsies for the Feds in their desire to expand their power. While this is in keeping 
with their blueprint in The Turner Diaries, it should give pause to any Christian constitutionalist 
who seeks to roll back, rather than expand, that power. 

"THE BLACK REGIMENT" 

Now I was born and bred a Baptist, though I'm presently attending a Presbyterian church, much to 
the consternation of my mother. Having seen both denominations I am still unsure which is more 
stiff-necked. The Presbyterians, you may remember, formed the backbone of what the British were 
pleased to call "The Black Regiment" during the Revolution- God-fearing preachers, clad in black 


hats and frock coats, singing God-given liberties and doling out hellfire and damnation for corrupt 
King George. They were despised and feared by the Lobsterbacks because their preaching 
hardened American resolve and inspired their fighting men. Many was the charge with a 
Presbyterian parson in the van shouting "No King but King Jesus!" 

Were there revolutionaries of the Jewish and even Moslem faiths? Certainly. The histories tell us 
so. Were the revolution's fruits as ultimately codified by the Constitution only for Christians? 
Certainly not. But the American revolution was made primarily by the blood, sweat and sacrifice of 
a minority of Americans who were overwhelmingly Christian. They fought for both their liberty and 
their faith. During the struggle's darkest days it was their Faith which sustained them. In the end, 
they believed they won because they represented God's cause as much as their own. 

America's constitutional restoration will be won by such Bible-believing, God- fearing people of 
faith. And it will be won, just like the last time, with the help of devout Jews and even liberty- 
loving agnostics. It will not be won by Christ-despising neoNazis or baby-killing collectivist 
terrorists cloaked in religious camouflage. 

"As righteousness tendeth to life: so he that pursueth evil pursueth it to his own death." Proverbs, 
Chapter 11, Verse 19. 

"Going To Hell, Or A POW Camp Chapel." 

If anything we will win this temporal struggle by seeing clearly that such evil men cannot ever be 
our allies in the task before us, or in the greater Struggle, no matter how soothing their entreaties. 
Hell cannot be conquered by an army of Angels who have made a "temporary alliance" with some 
of the devil's friends, unless the power of the Lord has transformed those ex-demons. Nor, I 
daresay, can the Clinton Administration be defeated by a force which counts Clintonista puppets 
and toadies as comrades. Indeed, we will win God's fight here on earth by opposing evil wherever 
we find it. Who can doubt the evil of the neoNazi and Identity terrorists who slaughtered babies in 
Oklahoma City? Or the evil of the men who sent them with a wink and nod, and who raised a glass 
in the devil's own toast to their ghastly work? Men such as "Pastor" Millar of Elohim City, Richard 
Butler of the Aryan Nations, William Pierce of the National Alliance, Tom Metzger of White Aryan 
Resistance and Louis Beam. And who can doubt the evil mendacity of the Clintonistas who 
intrigued at, benefited politically from, and then covered up their complicity in that mass murder? 
Believe me, "Ole Scratch" knows his own. Men of faith should see as clearly. 

"An hypocrite with his mouth destoyeth his neighbor: but through knowledge shall the just be 
delivered." Proverbs, Chapter 11, verse 9. 

We will win in spite of, and if necessary over the top of, such godless heathens. And they should 
not mistake our tolerance and forebearance for weakness. As Christians, we do not, we cannot, 
fear our own deaths. But I've never met a Nazi who was so accepting of the prospect of meeting 
Odin or the devil as I will be when facing my Maker. And if it comes to the point where hostilities 
are forced upon us, I will regretfully try to ensure with the help of my Christian and Jewish 
constitutionalist friends that every godless collectivist butcher, whether neoNazi, Communist or 
Clintonista Redcoat, sees Hell or a POW camp chapel before I see Heaven. If, of course, it is God's 
will. In the last analysis, it is Spiritual Warfare, and it is written that we have already won that 
Battle. No King, nor "Fuhrer", but King Jesus. Glory be to God. And God save the Republic! 

-- Mike Vanderboegh, 1ACR 


***************************************** 


Dying For The Cause 

By R.J. Wright, 1st Brigade, New Mexico Militia 


A couple of years ago, Col. John Russell and myself were explaining the militia to a group of 
civilians. One of the more statist-oriented members of the group made the observation that "the 
Feds would kill us." I will never forget Col. Russell's reply and would like to share it with you now. 

"Well, let's examine the results of that day. I am a believer in Christ. So what you're telling me is 
that the Feds will do the following thing for me when they accomplish that deed: 

1. I will get transferred from a line company to Headquarters Company on the spot. 

2. I will immediately be promoted to Command Staff. 

3. When we do go to war, the Commander-in-Chief does all the fighting. 

4. I get to hang around the Officer's Mess having a wonderful party for 7 years (the Feast of the 
Lamb). 

5. And finally, I will be issued a set of dress whites that will knock your socks off!" 

Then with a feigned look of confusion he asked the fool: 

"Now what was that you were threatening?" 

To all followers of the Faith, read carefully and banish fear from your heart. 


***************************************** 


The War on Christianity 

The article below by Joseph Farah was forwarded to me by Patricia Neill, who has my thanks for 
the favor. Farah's article delineates only part of the godless attack on people of faith today. To 
preserve our right to worship as we are called by God to do is one more reason WHY WE WILL 
FIGHT. 

The War on Christianity 
From WorldNetDaily.com 
Thursday, May 7, 1998 
The war on Christianity 

A new show headed for Broadway this fall features a "Christ-like character" named Joshua who 
has sex with his apostles. 

Written by three-time Tony Award-winner Terrence McNally, the play borrows dialogue from the 
Bible. In one scene, Pontius Pilate addresses Joshua: "Art thou king of the queers?" 

"Thou sayest," Joshua answers. 

It's not just the "artistic community" that regularly resorts to blasphemy and profanity for cheap 
thrills. The war against orthodox Christian beliefs is being waged in every modern political and 
cultural institution, including the church itself. 

Last week, another apostate Lutheran priest -- this time in Finland -- made news for declaring that 
hell does not exist and that everyone will wind up in heaven. 


"It's an entirely false construct," explains Rev. Antti Kyiliainen, a Helsinki cleric and author. "Fire, 
brimstone and eternal torment -- they're all part of the same sad myth." 

A colleague of Kyiliainen, Rev. Olli Arola, told a newspaper last week that Jesus Christ was "in all 
probability" married to Mary Magdalene and that the immaculate conception and virgin birth were 
"highly unlikely ever to have happened." 

With leaders like this, is it any wonder only 15 percent of Finns regularly attend church? 

Over in Hollywood, Disney Chairman Michael Eisner recently gave two speeches in which he 
compared Southern Baptists with Germany's Nazis. Eisner said the denomination's vote to 
evangelize Jews "was something that hasn't been recommended since the '40s in Europe." 
Eisner's interest in the theological debates within the Southern Baptists' ranks just happens to 
coincide with a decision by America's largest Protestant denomination to boycott Disney. 

Meanwhile, the U.S. Catholic League condemned a Fox television show, "Mad TV," which last 
week featured a skit including a priest, referred to by a sacrilegious name who was shown groping 
women. There was no relief over at CBS Television, either. The network withdrew an offer of 
employment to outspoken Christian football star Reggie White for his criticism of homosexual 
behavior. 

But perhaps the worst recent anti-Christian outrages came right from the White House. Adviser 
Sidney Blumenthal accused Independent Counsel Kenneth Starr's top deputy, Hickman Ewing, of 
being a "religious fanatic." Ewing is reportedly an evangelical Christian. Compounding the slur, 
President Clinton, given the opportunity to repudiate Blumenthal's comments at his press 
conference last week, refused to do so. 

Earlier, Clinton adviser James Carville ridiculed Starr himself for his religious beliefs. 

"He goes down by the Potomac and listens to hymns, as the cleansing water of the Potomac goes 
by, and we're going to wash all the Sodomites and fornicators out of town," Carville cackled. 

What Carville and Blumenthal are alluding to is simply the fact that Starr and Hickman attend 
church on a regular basis. For that "sin," they are perceived as fanatics, extremists, zealots. The 
invectives tell much more about the people hurling them than they do about the victims of this 
kind of hatred. 

Ultimately, a playwright is accountable to the general public. Frankly, I hope the audience throws 
tomatoes at Terrence McNally and his cast when their show opens on Broadway. 

And those Lutheran clerics? They should be defrocked and disfellowshipped by their 
congregations. 

Disney, Fox and CBS deserve to see their ratings and market shares plummet. They invite 
boycotts with their contempt for the values and spiritual beliefs of the vast majority of the general 
public. 

But what about Blumenthal, Carville and their pious, Bible-toting, church-going boss? 

Well, what should the public expect of a leader who has done his level best to degrade the moral 
and spiritual foundation of the nation? In another administration, bigoted remarks like those made 
by Blumenthal and Carville would result in firings, resignations or, at least, groveling apologies. 


This president refused to acknowledge anything was wrong with those remarks - even in an age 
when Christians are facing increased persecution around the world as well as in our own culture. 
In effect, President Clinton has given his blessing to religious bigotry. 

He's done it in other ways, too. It's no coincidence that religious broadcasters are facing Internal 
Revenue Service audits at a record pace since this administration took office. Bible-believing 
Christians are perceived by the White House as the enemy. 

And, do you know what? Any Bible-believing Christian ought to be proud to be considered an 
enemy of the Clinton administration -- as well as their friends in Hollywood, on Broadway and in 
the apostate church. 

Joseph Farah is editor of the Internet newspaper WorldNetDaily.com and executive director of the 
Western Journalism Center, an independent group of investigative r -- 

Patrick Henry 

Bad men cannot make good citizens. It is when a people forget God that tyrants forge their chains. 
A vitiated state of morals, a corrupted public conscience, is incompatible with freedom. No free 
government, or the blessings of liberty, can be preserved to any people but by a firm adherence to 
justice, moderation, temperance, frugality, and virtue; and by a frequent recurrence to 
fundamental principles. 


*************************************** 


Attached to this message are three files shamelessly borrowed from the Gun Owners of America 
webpage. The first is a monograph by Larry Pratt on the Bible and gun control which speaks to 
the Biblical origins of the Christian duty of arms. The second is an exchange between Larry Pratt 
and an Identity adherent that is very illuminating. Lastly, is a monograph on the Constitution, the 
militias and the role of Christians in today's struggle by Lt. Col. Tom Pardue, USA (Ret.). 

"And it came to pass, when Joshua was by Jericho, that he lifted up his eyes and looked, and 
behold, there stood a man over against him with his sword drawn in his hand: and Joshua went 
unto him, and said unto him, Art thou for us, or for our adversaries? 

And he said, Nay, but a captain of the host of the Lord am I now come. And Joshua fell on his face 
to the earth, and did worship and said unto him, What saith my lord unto his servant?" 

Joshua 5: verses 13 & 14. 

http://www.gunowners.org 
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What Does the Bible Say About Gun Control? 

by 

Larry Pratt 

Executive Vice-President 
Gun Owners Foundation 



The underlying argument for gun control seems to be that the availability of guns causes crime. 
By extension, the availability of any weapon would have to be viewed as a cause of crime. What 
does the Bible say about such a view? 

Perhaps we should start at the beginning, or at least very close to the beginning -- in Genesis 4. In 
this chapter we read about the first murder. Cain had offered an unacceptable sacrifice, and Cain 
was upset that God insisted that he do the right thing. In other words, Cain was peeved that he 
could not do his own thing. 

Cain decided to kill his brother rather than get right with God. There were no guns available, 
although there may well have been a knife. Whether it was a knife or a rock, the Bible does not 
say. The point is, the evil in Cain's heart was the cause of the murder, not the availability of the 
murder weapon. 

God's response was not to ban rocks or knives, or whatever, but to banish the murderer. Later 
(see Genesis 9:5-6) God instituted capital punishment, but said not a word about banning 
weapons. 

Did Christ Teach Pacifism? 

Many people, Christians included, assume that Christ taught pacifism. They cite Matthew 5:38-39 
for their proof. In this verse Christ said: "You have heard that it was said, 'An eye for an eye and a 
tooth for a tooth.' But I tell you not to resist an evil person. But whoever slaps you on your right 
cheek, turn the other to him also." 

The Sermon on the Mount from which this passage is taken deals with righteous personal 
conduct. In our passage, Christ is clearing up a confusion that had led people to think that 
conduct proper for the civil government - that is, taking vengeance - was also proper for an 
individual. 

Even the choice of words used by Christ indicates that He was addressing a confusion, or a 
distortion, that was commonplace. Several times in the rest of the Sermon on the Mount Christ 
used this same "you have heard it said" figure of speech to straighten out misunderstandings or 
falsehoods being taught by the religious leaders of the times. 

Contrast this to Christ's use of the phrase "it is written" when He was appealing to the Scriptures 
for authority (for example, see Matthew 4 where on three occasions during His temptation by the 
devil, Christ answered each one of the devil's lies or misquotes from Scripture with the words: "it 
is written"). 

To further underscore the point that Christ was correcting the religious leaders on their teaching 
that "an eye for an eye" applies to private revenge, consider that in the same Sermon, Christ 
strongly condemned false teaching: "Whoever therefore breaks one of the commandments, and 
teaches men so, shall be called least in the kingdom of heaven..." (Matthew 5:19). Clearly, then, 
Christ was not teaching something different about self defense than is taught elsewhere in the 
Bible. Otherwise, He would be contradicting Himself for He would now be teaching men to break 
one of the commandments. 

The reference to "an eye for an eye" was taken from Exodus 21:24-25 which deals with how the 
magistrate must deal with a crime. Namely, the punishment must fit the crime. The religious 
leaders of Christ's day had twisted a passage that applied to the government and misused it as a 
principle of personal revenge. 


The Bible distinguishes clearly between the duties of the civil magistrate (the government) and the 
duties of an individual. Namely, God has delegated to the civil magistrate the administration of 
justice. Individuals have the responsibility of protecting their lives from attackers. Christ was 
referring to this distinction in the Matthew 5 passage. Let us now examine in some detail what the 
Scriptures say about the roles of government and of individuals. 

Both the Old and New Testaments teach individual self defense, even if it means taking the 
assailant's life in certain circumstances. 

Self-Defense in the Old Testament 

Exodus 22:2-3 tells us "If the thief is found breaking in, and he is struck so that he dies, there 
shall be no guilt for his bloodshed. If the sun has risen on him, there shall be guilt for his 
bloodshed. He should make full restitution; if he has nothing, then he shall be sold for his theft." 

One conclusion which can be drawn from this is that a threat to our life is to be met with lethal 
force. During the day, presumably because we can recognize and later apprehend the thief if he 
escapes, we are not to kill him in non life-threatening circumstances. 

In Proverbs 25:26 we read that "A righteous man who falters before the wicked is like a murky 
spring and a polluted well." Certainly, we would be faltering before the wicked if we chose to be 
unarmed and unable to resist an assailant who might be threatening our life. In other words, we 
have no right to hand over our life which is a gift from God to the unrighteous. It is a serious 
mistake to equate a civilized society with one in which the decent people are doormats for the evil 
to trample on. 

Trusting God 

Another question asked by Christians is "Doesn't having a gun imply a lack of trust that God will 
take care of us?" 

Indeed, God will take care of us. He has also told us that if we love Him, we will keep His 
commandments. (John 14:15) 

Those who trust God work for a living, knowing that 1 Timothy 5:8 tells us "But if anyone does not 
provide for his own, and especially for those of his household, he has denied the faith and is 
worse than an unbeliever." For a man not to work, yet expect to eat because he was "trusting 
God" would actually be to defy God. 

King David wrote in Psalm 46:1 that God is our refuge and strength, a very present help in trouble. 
This did not conflict with praising the God "Who trains my hands for war and my fingers for 
battle" (Psalm 144:1). 

The doctrine of Scripture is that we prepare and work, but we trust the outcome to God. 

Those who trust God should also make adequate provision for their own defense even as we are 
instructed in the passages cited above. For a man to refuse to provide adequately for his and his 
family's defense would be to defy God. 

There is an additional concern to taking the position that "I don't need to arm myself. God will 
protect me." 


At one point, when Satan was tempting Jesus in the wilderness, he challenged Jesus to throw 
himself off the top of the temple. Satan reasoned that God's angels would protect him. Jesus 
responded: "It is written again, 'You shall not tempt the Lord your God'" (Matthew 4:7). 

It may seem pious to say that one is trusting in God for protection, and we all must, but it is 
tempting God if we do not take the measures that He has laid out for us in the Bible. 

Role of Government 

The Bible records the first murder in Genesis 4 when Cain killed his brother Abel. God's response 
was not to register rocks or impose a background check on those getting a plough, or whatever it 
was that Cain used to kill his brother. Instead, God dealt with the criminal. Ever since Noah the 
penalty for murder has been death. 

Nowhere in the Bible does God make any provision for dealing with the instruments of crime. He 
always focuses on the consequences for an individual of his actions. Heaven and hell only applies 
to people, not to things. Responsibility only pertains to people, not to things. 

Resisting an attack is not to be confused with taking vengeance which is the exclusive domain of 
God (Romans 12:19). This has been delegated to the civil magistrate, who, as we read in Romans 
13:4, "is God's minister to you for good. But if you do evil, be afraid; for he does not bear the 
sword in vain; for he is God's minister, an avenger to execute wrath on him who practices evil." 

Private vengeance means one would stalk down a criminal after one's life is no longer in danger 
as opposed to defending oneself during an attack. It is this very point that has been confused by 
Christian pacifists who would take the passage in the Sermon on the Mount about turning the 
other cheek (which prohibits private vengeance) into a command to falter before the wicked. 

Let us consider also that the Sixth Commandment tells us "Thou shall not murder." In the 
chapters following, God gave to Moses many of the situations which require a death penalty. God 
clearly has not told us never to kill. He has told us not to murder, which means we are not to take 
an innocent life. 

Consider also that the civil magistrate is to be a terror to those who practice evil. This passage 
does not in any way imply that the role of law enforcement is to prevent crimes or to protect 
individuals from criminals. The magistrate is a minister to serve as "an avenger to execute wrath 
on him who practices evil" (Romans 13:4). 

This point is reflected in the legal doctrine of the United States. Repeatedly, courts have held that 
the government has no responsibility to provide individual security. One case (Bowers v. DeVito) 
put it this way: "there is no constitutional right to be protected by the state against being 
murdered." 

Self Defense in the New Testament 

The Christian pacifist may try to argue that God has changed His mind from the time that He gave 
Moses the Ten Commandments on Mount Sinai. Perhaps they would want us to think that Christ 
canceled out the Ten Commandments in Exodus 20 or the provision for justifiably killing a thief in 
Exodus 22. But the writer of Hebrews makes it clear that this cannot be, because "Jesus Christ is 
the same yesterday, today and forever" (Hebrews 13:8). In the Old Testament, the prophet Malachi 
records God's words this way: "For I am the Lord, I do not change" (Malachi 3:6). 


Paul was referring to the unchangeability of God's Word when he wrote to Timothy that "All 
Scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, 
for instruction in righteousness, that the man of God may be complete, thoroughly equipped for 
every good work" (2 Timothy 3:16-17). Clearly, Paul viewed all Scripture, including the Old 
Testament, as useful for training Christians in every area of life. 

We must also consider what Christ told his disciples in his last hours with them: "...But now, he 
who has a money bag, let him take it, and likewise a sack; and he who has no sword, let him sell 
his garment and buy one" (Luke 22:36, emphasis added). Keep in mind that the sword was the 
finest offensive weapon available to an individual soldier - the equivalent then of a military rifle 
today. 

The Christian pacifist will likely object at this point that only a few hours later, Christ rebuked 
Peter who used a sword to cut off the ear of Malchus, a servant of the high priest in the company 
of a detachment of troops. Let us read what Christ said to Peter in Matthew 26:52-54: 

Put your sword in its place, for all who take the sword will perish by the sword. Or do you think 
that I cannot now pray to My Father, and He will provide Me with more than twelve legions of 
angels? How then could the Scriptures be fulfilled, that it must happen thus? 

In the companion passage in John 18, Jesus tells Peter to put his sword away and told him that 
He had to drink the cup that His Father had given Him. 

It was not the first time that Christ had to explain to the disciples why He had come to earth. To 
fulfill the Scriptures, the Son of God had to die for the sin of man since man was incapable of 
paying for his own sin apart from going to hell. Christ could have saved His life, but then believers 
would have lost their lives forever in hell. These things only became clear to the disciples after 
Christ had died and been raised from the dead and the Spirit had come into the world at Pentecost 
(see John 14:26). 

While Christ told Peter to "put your sword in its place" He clearly did not say get rid of it forever. 
That would have contradicted what he had told the disciples only hours before. Peter's sword was 
to protect his own mortal life from danger. His sword was not needed to protect the Creator of the 
universe and the King of kings. 

Years after Pentecost, Paul wrote in a letter to Timothy "But if anyone does not provide for his 
own, and especially for those of his household, he has denied the faith and is worse than an 
unbeliever" (1 Tim. 5:8). This passage applies to our subject because it would be absurd to buy a 
house, furnish it with food and facilities for one's family, and then refuse to install locks and 
provide the means to protect the family and the property. Likewise it would be absurd not to take, 
if necessary, the life of a night-time thief to protect the members of the family (Exodus 22:2-3). 

A related, and even broader concept, is found in the parable of the Good Samaritan. Christ had 
referred to the Old Testament summary of all the laws of the Bible into two great commandments: 
"'You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, with all your soul, with all your strength, 
and with all your mind,' and your neighbor as yourself" (Luke 10:27). When asked who was a 
neighbor, Christ related the parable of the Good Samaritan (Luke 10:30-37). It was the Good 
Samaritan who took care of the mugging victim who was a neighbor to the victim. The others who 
walked by and ignored the victim's plight were not acting as neighbors to him. 

In the light of all we have seen the Scriptures teach to this point, can we argue that if we were able 
to save another's life from an attacker by shooting the attacker with our gun that we should "turn 
the other cheek instead?" The Bible speaks of no such right. It only speaks of our responsibilities 
in the face of an attack - as individual creatures made by God, as householders or as neighbors. 


National Blessings and Cursings 


The Old Testament also tells us a great deal about the positive relationship between 
righteousness, which exalts a nation, and self defense. 

It makes clear that in times of national rebellion against the Lord God, the rulers of the nation will 
reflect the spiritual degradation of the people and the result is a denial of God's commandments, 
an arrogance of officialdom, disarmament and oppression. 

For example, the people of Israel were oppressed during the time of the rule of the Judges. This 
occurred every time the people apostatized. Judges 5:8 tells us that, "They chose new gods; then 
there was war in the gates; not a shield or spear was seen among forty thousand in Israel." 

Consider Israel under Saul: The first book of Samuel tells of the turning away of Israel from God. 
The people did not want to be governed by God; they wanted to be ruled by a king like the pagan, 
God-hating nations around them. Samuel warned the people what they were getting into -- the 
curses that would be upon them - if they persisted in raising up a king over themselves and their 
families. Included in those curses was the raising up of a standing, professional army which 
would take their sons and their daughters for aggressive wars (I Samuel 8:11). 

This curse is not unknown in the United States. Saul carried out all the judgments that Samuel 
had warned the people about. His build up of a standing army has been repeated in the U.S., and 
not just in terms of the military, but also the 650,000 full-time police officers from all levels of 
government. 

Saul was the king the Israelites wanted and got. He was beautiful in the eyes of the world but a 
disaster in the eyes of the Lord. Saul did not trust God. He rebelled against His form of sacrifice 
unto the Lord. Saul put himself above God. He was impatient. He refused to wait for Samuel 
because God's way was taking too long. Saul went ahead and performed the sacrifice himself, 
thus violating God's commandment (and, incidentally, also violating the God-ordained separation 
of duties of church and state!) 

Thus was the kingdom lost to Saul. And, it was under him that the Philistines were able to defeat 
the Jews and put them into bondage. So great was the bondage exerted by the Philistines that 
"Now there was no blacksmith to be found throughout all the land of Israel: for the Philistines 
said, 'Lest the Hebrews make them swords or spears.' But all the Israelites went down to the 
Philistines to sharpen each man's plowshare, his mattock, his ax, and his sickle;...So it came 
about, on the day of battle, that there was neither sword nor spear found in the hand of any of the 
people who were with Saul and Jonathan..." (1 Samuel 13:19-20; 22-23). 

Today, the same goals of the Philistines would be carried out by an oppressor who would ban 
gunsmiths from the land. The sword of today is the handgun, rifle or shotgun. The sword control 
of the Philistines is today's gun control of those governments that do not trust their people with 
guns. 

It is important to understand that what happened to the Jews at the time of Saul was not 
unexpected according to the sanctions spelled out by God in Leviticus 26 and Deuteronomy 28. In 
the first verses of those chapters, blessings are promised to a nation that keeps God's laws. In the 
latter parts of those chapters, the curses are spelled out for a nation that comes under judgment 
for its rebellion against God. Deuteronomy 28:47-48 helps us understand the reason for Israel's 
oppression by the Philistines during Saul's reign: 


Because you did not serve the Lord your God with joy and gladness of heart, for the abundance of 
all things, therefore you shall serve your enemies, whom the Lord will send against you, in 
hunger, in thirst, in nakedness, and in need of all things; and He will put a yoke of iron on your 
neck until He has destroyed you. 

The Bible provides examples of God's blessing upon Israel for its faithfulness. These blessings 
included a strong national defense coupled with peace. A clear example occurred during the reign 
of Jehoshaphat. 2 Chronicles 17 tells of how Jehoshaphat led Israel back to faithfulness to God 
which included a strong national defense. The result: "And the fear of the Lord fell on all the 
kingdoms of the lands that were around Judah, so that they did not make war against 
Jehoshaphat" (2 Chronicles 17:10). 

The Israelite army was a militia army (Numbers 1:3, ff.) which came to battle with each man 
bearing his own weapons - from the time of Moses, through the Judges, and beyond. When 
threatened by the Midianites, for example, "Moses spoke to the people , saying, 'Arm some of 
yourselves for the war, and let them go against the Midianites to take vengeance for the Lord on 
Midian'" (Numbers 31:3). Again, to demonstrate the Biblical heritage of individuals bearing and 
keeping arms, during David's time in the wilderness avoiding capture by Saul, "David said to his 
men, 'Every man gird on his sword.' So every man girded on his sword, and David also girded on 
his sword" (1 Samuel 25:13). 

Finally, consider Nehemiah and those who rebuilt the gates and walls of Jerusalem. They were 
both builders and defenders, each man - each servant - armed with his own weapon: 

Those who built on the wall, and those who carried burdens loaded themselves so that with one 
hand they worked at construction, and with the other held a weapon. Every one of the builders 
had his sword girded at his side as he built (Nehemiah 4:17-18). 

Conclusion 

The wisdom of the framers of the Constitution is consistent with the lessons of the Bible. 
Instruments of defense should be dispersed throughout the nation, not concentrated in the hands 
of the central government. In a godly country, righteousness governs each man through the Holy 
Spirit working within. The government has no cause to want a monopoly of force; the government 
that desires such a monopoly is a threat to the lives, liberty and property of its citizens. 

The assumption that only danger can result from people carrying guns is used to justify the 
government's having a monopoly of force. The notion that the people cannot be trusted to keep 
and bear their own arms informs us that ours, like the time of Solomon, may be one of great 
riches but is also a time of peril to free people. If Christ is not our King, we shall have a dictator to 
rule over us, just as Samuel warned. 

For those who think that God treated Israel differently from the way He will treat us today, please 
consider what God told the prophet Malachi: "For I am the Lord, I do not change..." (Malachi 3:6). 

******************************************* 


Larry Pratt Responds To A White Separatist 

Below is a letter which GOA received in late 1997 -- right beside it is the 
reply Larry sent. 



Name Withheld 

Dear Mr. Pratt, 

This is a second attempt to 
have my name removed 
from your mailing list and 
membership in the GOA. 

I will restate my previous 
reasons for no longer being 
a member of GOA. 

Number one and foremost 
is God cannot bless any 
individual or organization 
that violates God's law of 
race-mixing of which God 
condemns individuals and 
destroys nations. Also, 
your organization like the 
NRA have not understood 
the conflict. 

The American government 
has declared war on white 
Christian America but you 
have not declared war on 
your enemies. You are 
double minded and cannot 
succeed in your present 
course of action. Where 
was GOA or the militia at 
the freeman stand off in 
Montana? Where were 
they at WACO and Ruby 
Ridge? Where were they in 
Texas? You and all of the 
other militias are all talk 
and no action. The 
Republicans are as 
communistic as are the 
Democrats. 

No one is making demands 
upon the federal 


Larry Pratt 

Dear Mr. [name withheld], 

Your request has been acted upon and you have been removed 
from our mailing list. 

We are separated by our theologies, and I would argue that yours 
does not emerge exclusively from the Scriptures. The Christian 
Identity position you espouse depends upon non-Biblical ideas that 
end up contradicting the Scriptures. 

The Bible teaches a six, 24-hour day creation of the world in 
which there were no humans, and no death, before Adam. There 
was no human or humanoid existence before Adam and the fall. 
With Adam came sin and death, even as with Christ came 
redemption and life (Romans 5:14-19; see also 1 Corinthians 
15:22). There is only one human race, from which God made all 
men. Paul made this point in his sennon to the Athenians when he 
told them that "He has made from one blood every nation of men 
to dwell on all the face of the earth..." (Acts 17:26). John begins 
his gospel by telling us that those who believe do so "not of blood 
nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God" 
(John 1:13). In Paul's letter to the Galatians he tells them that 
"There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither slave nor free, 
there is neither male nor female; for you are all one in Christ 
Jesus" (Galatians 3:28). 

The cross has taken away the wall of separation having abolished 
in His flesh the enmity so as to create in Himself one new man 
from the two, namely the Jews and all the rest of us (see Ephesians 
2:15). The church of Jesus Christ is the universal church because 
the gospel of Christ "is the power of God to salvation for everyone 
who believes, for the Jew first and also for the Greek." (Romans 
1:16) 

The church of Jesus Christ is the Israel of God (Galatians 6:16), 
but this Israel is not racial or ethnic. It never was, even though Old 
Testament Jews sinfully fell into that belief. Covenant membership 
was always open to those outside of Israel if they would take the 
covenant sign upon themselves (circumcision in the Old 
Testament, see Exodus 12:44; baptism in the New, see Colossians 
2:11-12). Non-Israelites were included in the covenant. For 
example, Moses' second wife was from Cush. Rahab and Ruth 
were not Israelites, yet they are recorded in the genealogy of 




government because they 
have all the political power 
and the guns and [are] not 
afraid to murder anyone in 
this country who opposes 
them. 

I do not know if we can 
regain our liberties short of 
the cartridge box but who 
knows maybe God will 
drive our enemies from our 
land in his wan and in His 
timing without bloodshed 
when we repent and turn 
from our wicked ways! 
Your attendance of an 
integrated church with 
black pastors is an 
abomination to God. Your 
illicit union with a non¬ 
white, non-Israelite woman 
is the sin of 
fornication/adultry. 

Until Israel repents of her 
sin and puts away the non- 
European peoples from our 
midst or God drives them 
away, God will continue to 
punish Israel for all of Her 
fornication and adultery. 

No political party or an 
organization like yours 
cannot save America from 
its impending peril unless 
the minorities are driven 
from Israel America. 

Race-mixing was 
promoted by the 
communist civil rights 
movement to make white 
people feel guilty to break 
down racial barriers to 


Christ. On other occasions non-Israelites were excluded. Is there a 
contradiction? No. Inclusion was based on conversion. The 
kingdom is based on faith, not race. Proselytes, those not of Jewish 
blood, are mentioned in the N.T., e.g., Acts 2:10. The apostle 
Philip brought the gospel to the Ethiopian eunuch (Acts 8:27-39) 
who, history records, brought the gospel to Ethiopia and the 
Sudan. 

I have seen the transforming power of the gospel in countries 
around the world. Communism was defeated in Guatemala 
because of the gospel. I saw Indians who before coming to Christ 
displayed all the evidences of the work of the flesh in Galatians 
5:19-21. After professing Christ, they became new creations (2 
Corinthians 5:17) and their lives reflected that with the fruit of the 
Spirit listed in Galatians 5:22-23. Thus were many of the men of 
the self-defense patrols who had been anned in the early 1980's by 
President Rios Montt, a powerful Christian leader. 

Similarly in the Philippines, the Communist insurgency there was 
overturned when the people anned and organized themselves in 
self-defense militias (the Alsa Masa as it was called there). The 
leadership of this movement came primarily from the Christian 
community, and it was Christian officers in the army who 
supported these people. 

In South Africa, I have seen the same transforming power of the 
gospel in Zululand. Many Zulus have come to Christ, and they are 
the ones living in peace and prosperity. Their pagan neighbors are 
still enslaved in all the works of the flesh that Paul describes in 
Galatians 5. They live side by side and the contrast is readily 
apparent. 

God is a lot more powerful than his creation, including our race. 

He uses His Spirit to give us eternal life, and this does not depend 
on whether our parents were from a particular race. In any case, 
the races all come from one blood as the Bible clearly teaches. 

Paul warned the Corinthians: "Do not be unequally yoked together 
with unbelievers. For what fellowship has righteousness with 
lawlessness? And what communion has light with darkness" (2 
Corinthians 6:14)? The warning is not regarding race. It pertains to 
mixing spiritual opposites; that is the Biblical doctrine of 
separation. The apostate Jews of the Old Testament and, among 
others, the Christian Identity adherents of our day, view the 
Kingdom of God as racially bound. God does not agree. 




integrate with those of 
other races by promoting 
racial equality. Anyone 
who promotes racial 
equality follows 
communist ideology. It is 
the spirit of Anti-Christ. 
You and your organization 
promote the spirit of anti- 
Christ by including anyone 
of any racial or religious 
affiliation. Such is not the 
way of God. Integration is 
a sin! Segregation is a 
Christian virtue. 

Yours for a truly free 
White, Christian America 

Name Witheld 


May God give you the eyes to see the wonderful transforming 
power that He offers through His grace that is freely extended to 
all who will take of it. Consider Jesus' offer to the Samaritan 
woman. She was not "racially pure", but He offered the living 
water of life to her, and she accepted. She is in heaven right now 
along with one of the thieves hanging next to Jesus on the cross. 

How interesting it is to consider another significance of the 
episode with the Samaritan woman. Samaritans were not racially 
pure, and for that they were despised by the Jews of the day. The 
Samaritans had lost their racial purity when they were carted away 
by the Assyrians — something God allowed because of their 
sinfulness. Well, the same thing happened to the Jews. In 70 A.D. 
the temple was burned and all the genealogical records of Israel 
were destroyed with the building. 

Can you trace your blood line back to Adam the way Christ could? 
At least you should be able to trace each of your generations to 
Abraham if you are of ethnic Israel and are going to depend on 
racial purity. If you cannot do this, you cannot be sure that the 
"wrong" blood has not spoiled your blood line. Where does that 
leave you? Scripture answers this. None of us can be saved — or 
excluded — by our blood. The only blood that counts is that of 
Jesus which was shed on the cross. If we depend on anything else 
than his shed blood to cover us, then we are saying that we are 
saved by something other than or in addition to grace. 

I am enclosing some material on skin color from a book by Dr. 
Gary Parker entitled Creation: Facts of Life. He shows that we all 
have the same basic skin-color agent, melanin, just different 
amounts of it. He shows how the races come from the one blood 
that Paul talked about. 

America is not in decline because of so-called "race mixing", but 
because Christians have not been salt and light. We have not been 
faithful ambassadors of the Lord Jesus Christ, and the result has 
been the rise of anti-Christian philosophies. Spiritual purity, not 
racial purity, is the way to push back the gates of Hell. Christ's 
triumphant church has been redeemed from all races. I look 
forward to worshipping God along side people of all races: "For 
You were slain, and have redeemed us to God by Your blood out 
of every tribe and tongue and people and nation, and have made us 
kings and priests to our God; and we shall reign on the earth" 
(Revelation 5:9-10). We don't even have to wait until we are in 
heaven to have this interracial worship service. And from this 





service will come the church that reigns on earth. 


I implore you to come to this true church of Jesus Christ and 
accept the free offer of grace paid for by His blood and made 
effective by His resurrection from the dead. 


Sincerely, 


Larry Pratt 

Executive Director 


The monograph below is excellent, though E think I'd debate the Lt. Col.'s 
characterization of the "War for Southern Independence", seeing as how 
my great-great granddaddy was shot in the butt and captured at Stone's 
River, Tennessee while serving as an artilleryman in Battery G, 1st 
Missouri Light Artillery, U.S. Volunteers. It was not as inglorious a 
wound as it sounds, he fought at a place called the "Slaughter Pen" with 
Sheridan's division. They were trying to haul their 10-lb. Parrot guns off 
by hand over the rocks (the horses were all dead). Of all the batteries on 
that line, only they saved their guns, but my grandpappy didn't make it. 
He was later exchanged. It was the end of his war, and he went back to 
Michigan, his farmer's life interrupted thereafter only by the nightmares. 
-- Mike Vanderboegh, 1ACR 

******************************************* 
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Paranoid or Patriot 

by 

Lieutenant Colonel (USA, Ret.) Tom Pardue 

Conservative political philosophies always have appealed to me. 
Faithfulness requires an evaluation of all political philosophies by 
Biblical standards. This practice has delivered me into a constant 
disagreement with conservatives and liberals and has dramatically 
altered my view of the military and national defense. Career Regular 
Army officers generally have an "establishment" attitude toward these 





subjects: A large military is always an advantage. International defense 
alliances are always appropriate. Military intervention in the affairs of 
other nations is just as long as the Commander in Chief can reasonably 
justify it, treaties notwithstanding. The citizen militia is an archaic 
concept from horse and buggy days with no utility on the modern 
battlefield. The National Guard of each State is de jure and de facto the 
militia described in the Constitution. 

This essay is about the militia. The militia movement has gained 
considerable notoriety in the past few months. It deserves an objective 
look from both a Biblical and Constitutional perspective. A brief 
narrative of some of this nation's earlier wars will aid an understanding 
of the militia. 

The righteousness of the War for Independence is rarely questioned. 

The patriots of the period routinely referred to the war as the 
Revolutionary War. This is the term used consistently throughout The 
Federalist Papers and the literature of the time. Webster's dictionary 
defines a revolution as "an unconstitutional overthrow of an established 
government."[1] However, this characterization can be refuted. The 
concept of the duties of the "lesser magistrate" in protecting the rights 
of citizens was fairly well accepted in the era.[2] Vindiciae Contra 
Tyrannos (1579) was considered by John Adams as one of the most 
influential publications during the era on the eve of the War for 
Independence. Four tenets were established. First, a ruler who 
commands anything contrary God's law forfeits his realm. Second, 
rebellion is refusal to obey God. To obey the ruler who commands 
contrary to God's law is the real rebellion. Third, since God's law is the 
fundamental law and only true source of law, neither king nor subject is 
exempt from it; war is sometimes required in order to defend God's law 
against the ruler. A fourth tenet emphasized the duties of the "lesser 
magistrate" to provide the leadership which opposes, in the name of the 
law, the usurpation of the "greater magistrate".[3] 

The Colonists had sent remonstrances to the British government for a 
decade requesting cessation of tyrannical acts.[4] When the Crown 
stubbornly refused to correct its egregious errors, the lesser magistrate 
protected the rights of the citizens. Eventually a government was formed 
and independence was declared. The nature of the war was largely 
defensive. The legitimate government in America took up arms to defend 
against an invading foreign force intent on overthrowing it. The rest of 
the epic is, of course, history. 


Various commentators have reported that as much as one third of the 
population supported the War for Independence. The War of 1812 offers 
a contrast. Solidarity did not exist in the War of 1812, America's most 
unpopular war; a war even more unpopular than the Vietnam War.[5] The 
Federalist Party offered the main opposition to the War viewing it as a 
war of partisan Republican politics in which they had no voice. There 
were significant concerns over an alliance with France along with beliefs 
that territorial expansion into Canada was an underlying motive. They 
self consciously supported a defensive war against Britain.[6] With the 
exception of minor excursions into Canada for spoiling actions to 
secure advantageous facilities and terrain[7] the war was defensive in 
nature. 

The Mexican War of 1846-1848 was distinctively defensive. Relations 
had been strained between these United States and Mexico since she 
won independence from Spain in 1821. The first two decades of Mexico's 
status as a nation were characterized by instability, disorder and 
dominance by dictators. Substantial property damage had been inflicted 
against U.S., French and British nationals for which an arbitration 
commission adjudged claims totaling $2 million. Mexico defaulted. 
Sentiment was great among Americans for collection by force.[8] This 
was not to be the case. On 1 March 1845 Congress resolved to admit 
Texas into the Union and Mexico, still aggrieved over the status of 
Texas, broke off diplomatic relations.[9] President James K. Polk 
determined to defend Texas against invasion and ordered forces to a 
point near the Rio Grande River. The war began in April 1846 when 
Mexicans crossed the Rio Grande and attacked a reconnoitering 
detachment of dragoons.[10] 

The nature of the conflict of 1861-1865 is still in dispute. Southerners 
often call it the War Between the States. Northerners and contemporary 
historians call it the Civil War and label the Confederates as rebels. Was 
the conflict a civil war or rebellion? Perhaps the details will show a 
similarity to the War for Independence. The burning issue was the 
Constitutional 1] The Southern States had remonstrated against the 
federal government for more than three decades over the issues of 
restriction, internal improvement, the Bank-Charter Act, the formation of 
new States, the acquisition of new territories and abolition.[12] Finally, 
at least in the case of Georgia, a Declaration of Causes was published. 
"The people of Georgia having dissolved their political connection with 
the Government of the United States of America, present to their 


confederates and the world the causes which have led to the 
separation."[13] At least four other states published similar 
documents.[14] The "lesser magistrates" protected the rights of the 
people and the powers of the State from usurpation by the "greater 
magistrate" , which they considered tyrannical and joined together with 
the other seceding states to form a legitimate government. This principle 
was espoused by Madison when he spoke of " the right of seceding from 
intolerable oppression "[15] Lincoln during earlier days had agreed.[16] 
The first shots of the war were actually fired on 9 January 1861 when a 
chartered steamer attempted to reinforce Ft. Sumter.[17] The United 
States government was the aggressor intent on forcing the overthrow of 
a sovereign governmental 8] 

The War for Southern Independence marked three significant changes in 
the manner in which this nation waged war. Nationally administered 
conscription became one of the expediencies of war as did the 
prosecution of total war against noncombatants. Two commentators 
have drawn direct connections between Sherman's march to the sea and 
the 1968 My Lai massacre. [19] The most profound result of the War was 
the beginning of the demise of Federalism. The shift in thinking was 
from a confederation to that of a consolidated government.[20] Along 
with this shift came the tendency to wage offensive war on foreign soil - 
a tendency prevalent in every subsequent war. 

The eighteenth century European soldier had been a veritable slave 
pressed into service to fight foreign wars. Most often he was the liveried 
servant of the king. He wore the livery of the reigning monarch 
indicating that he had succumbed to "want or hardship", was a turncoat, 
a mercenary serving under foreign colors or accepted military service in 
lieu of prison. In most situations the soldier had surrendered his rights. 
There were few volunteers.[21] 

The notion of universal conscription originated with the French 
Revolution. This concept was not without ulterior motives which were 
twofold. The state could control the people more easily and indoctrinate 
them[22]"As to liberty we are to have none- democracy will kindle its 
own hell and consume in it." Mr. Clinton recently stated in a speech 
"Democracies, after all, are more likely to be stable, less likely to wage 
war. They strengthen civil society." Quite an irony, and it served to break 
up the military power of the state.[23] 


The nature of military service in England during this era had a different 
character because of the Magna Carta.[24] The rebellion of the barons 
and their adherents stemmed from the king's demand for overseas 
service that they felt was not owed. [25] The later day British armies 
employed for cross-border imperial forays were composed of soldiers of 
the line. The soldier of the line was a volunteer or in the parlance of the 
era, a mercenary. This contrasts with the British militiaman who was 
deployed only for home defense. [26] 

Thus our English heritage resulted in a cultural aversion to universal 
conscription to fight foreign wars. This was eventually codified in the 
Constitution. Article D Section 8 allows the Congress to "raise and 
support Armies." Perhaps this could lead to a Constitutional construct 
that would support deploying the military on foreign soil at the will of the 
President and Congress. Such a metaphysical construct could be 
seriously challenged with historical and ethical arguments. Hamilton 
was specific in Federalist 23 that "The principal purposes to be 
answered by union are these - the common defense of the members; the 
preservation of the public peace, as well against internal convulsions as 
external attacks...The authorities essential to the common defense are 
these: to raise and support armies; to build and equip fleets; to 
prescribe rules for the government of both; to direct their operations; to 
provide for their support."[27] The "necessary and proper" clause of the 
same article might be used to support a defense of deploying forces for 
the "common defense" outside of the country, say to Iraq, Vietnam, 
Korea or Bosnia. However, Hamilton quelled this argument by the 
qualification that the Congress only has unlimited powers pertaining 
"any matter essential to the formation, direction and support of the 
NATIONAL FORCES" (emphasis from original).[28] 

From Scribner's Dictionary of American History : "Settlers brought to 
America the militia idea, that all men 'joined in some measure,' as Adam 
Smith said, 'the trade of a soldier to whatever trade or profession they 
happened to carry on.'"[29] 

When asked what the militia was, George Mason said, "...They consist 
now of the whole people, except for a few public officers."[30] The 
unorganized militia is described by Public Law 85-861 as all able-bodies 
males between the ages of 17 and 45.[31] Historically and practically a 
large portion of the population are the militia. The concept of the militia 
derives from two God given rights, the right to assemble and the right to 
self protection. 


That the militia concept transcends the formation of this Republic merits 
discussion. This concept actually has its origins in Biblical law. Dr. 
James Jordan, former U. S. Air Force historian asserts that the Book of 
Numbers would be more appropriately called the "Book of Mustering of 
God's Army." Jordan reveals that the Israelite militia was not totally 
voluntary as all except the Levitical priests were required to show up. 
Men brought their own weapons and provisions from home. He 
establishes two principles from the Bible: Godly people always sought 
to be armed and trained in weaponry, and, a central goal of any 
tyrannical or oppressive state is to disarm the population, and an 
attempt to disarm the people is fundamentally Satanic. [32] 

Our Founding Fathers embraced Biblical law as the basis for 
establishing this Republic's laws. Biblical citations accounted for thirty- 
four percent of all works cited during the period.[33] It would not be 
surprising that the Founders also held a Biblical view of the military. 

Various commentators cite 1 Samuel 10-22 as the most quoted passages 
during the Revolution.[34] In these passages Samuel promised that 
Israel's much longed for king would form a professional army and draft 
her sons into it. Perhaps the grievance against large standing armies 
was not just a reaction to England's armies but obedience to God. 
England's armies merely provided a contemporary example of tyranny 
that resulted from God's judgment for disobedience. 

Robert Yates (pseudonym "Brutus"), an anti-federalist who wrote for The 
New York Journal , argued that, "I have always been and, always shall be 
against a standing army of any kind; to me it is a terrible thing...[T]he 
nations around us, sir, are already enslaved...by means of their large 
standing armies they have lost every one of their liberties[35] ...It is 
admitted then, that a standing army in time of peace, is an evil."[36] 

Patrick Henry, one of the staunchest of the Anti- Federalists, heartily 
echoed these sentiments, "Did you ever read of any revolution in any 
nation brought about by punishment of those in power, inflicted by 
those by those who had no power at all? You read of a riot act in a 
country which is called one of the freest in the world, where a few 
neighbours cannot assemble without the risk of being shot by a hired 
soldiery, the engines of despotism. We may see such an act in America. 
A standing army we shall have also, to execute the execrable commands 
of tyranny.[37] 


The Anti- Federalists were fearful of federal government usurpation of 
state sovereignty by a standing army. Madison authored several essays 
in the Federalist to allay these fears. In Federalist 46 he wrote of 
"ambitious encroachments of the federal government on the authority of 
the state governments..." and of "apprehension of the federal yoke as 
was produced by the dread of a foreign yoke..."[38] 

Madison described the threat, "Let a regular army, fully equal to the 
resources of the country, be formed; and let it be entirely at the devotion 
of the federal government...[A] standing army...one hundredth part of the 
whole number of souls...[A]n army of more than twenty five or thirty 
thousand men"; and the counterbalance to this threat, "To these would 
be opposed a militia amounting to nearly half a million of citizens with 
arms in their hands...and united and conducted by [state] 
governments..." 

Madison respected the idea of armed citizens, "Besides the advantage of 
being armed, which the Americans possess over the people of almost 
every nation...[T]he [European] governments are afraid to trust the 
people with arms." [39] 

The militia had performed well during the War for Independence. 

Madison wrote of this performance, "Those who are best acquainted 
with the late successful resistance of this country against the British 
arms will be most inclined to to deny the possibility of it."[40] The 
Founding Fathers were confident in the ability of the citizen militias to 
defend the new nation. The remoteness of the Republic from Europe, its 
vastness and its natural terrain defenses bolstered this confidence. The 
concept of a defensive military is consistent with Biblical teaching. From 
my perspective, the Kingdom of God has two aspects - defensive and 
offensive. The offensive aspect is spiritual. Christ revealed this in Matt. 
10:34, "Do not think I came to bring peace on earth; I did not come to 
bring peace, but a sword" and again in Matt. 16:18, "...and upon this rock 
I will build My church, and the gates of Hades will not overpower it."[41] 
The corollary follows that God's other minister, the civil magistrate, is 
the defender of the nations's families and Christian moral order.[42] 

That our Constitutional militia and, by law, small standing army is 
defensive is indisputable. In Anti-Federalist essay number VII Yates 
argued, "A defensive war is the only one D think justifiable."[43] To which 
Hamilton responded in Federalist 34, "Admitting that we ought to try the 


novel and absurd experiment in politics of tying up the hands of 
government from offensive war founded on reasons of state..."[44] 

The defensive military concept as codified in the Constitution worked 
well for the next two wars. The War for Southern Independence, as 
previously discussed, saw the Union as the aggressor. In the Spanish- 
American War, a controversy developed over deploying the militia 
outside the nation. Beginning in the late 1880's the national consensus 
began to progress towards imperialism on grounds of strategic, 
economic, religious and emotional reasons.[45] Perhaps this was a 
result of the growing influence of liberal Reform Darwinism and the 
social gospel. The exact cause is moot. The reaction of Constitutional 
purists is not. Existing law prohibited the militia, now termed the 
National Guard[46], from serving overseas. So, the civil magistrate 
resorted to expedient means to achieve unconstitutional ends. Guard 
units were integrated into the existing force. 

In 1903 the Dick Act was passed to facilitate raising a larger army for 
foreign wars. This act provided federal money to train and arm the 
Guard, essentially removing the Guard from State to national 
sovereignty and thoroughly revised the Militia Act of 1792.[47] The 
Constitutional purists in subsequent years remained undaunted. In 1912, 
on the eve of WWI, the U.S. Attorney General ruled that the Guard could 
be used only for its Constitutional purpose to "execute the laws of the 
Union, suppress insurrection and repel invasions" with the exception of 
hot pursuit and spoiling actions. The "Constitutional expediters" again 
subverted the law of the land by giving President Wilson authority to 
draft militiamen into the regular army and eventually to dissolve the 
National Guard. 

After WWI a significant structural change was made to the Army. The 
National Defense Act of June 4,1920 established a three component 
"Army of the United States." The AUS' components were the Regular 
Army, the civilian National Guard and the civilian Reserve Officer 
Training Corps. 

These two laws made the Guard c/e facto a part of the national army. All 
the establishment needed was for it to be de jure. In 1933 the National 
Guard Act fit the Guard technically into the "army clause" of the 
Constitution. This occurrence was confirmed by the Congressional 
Record of 7 August 1940 and a report from the Subcommittee of the 
Senate Judiciary Committee in 1982. This report said in part, "Congress 


has organized the National Guard under its power to 'raise and support 
armies' and not its power to 'Provide for organizing...the militia'."[48] 

Madison's discussion of citizen resistance of "ambitious 
encroachments" should not be taken lightly. It is a sanction for another 
"check and balance" against tyranny. The states' National Guards are no 
longer part of this "check" procedure. The citizens of these States, 
United, have been lulled into beliefs to the contrary. A cursory look at 
the Constitutional militia clause while passing the local State National 
Guard armory gives us a sense of security. A cursory examination of 
individual State constitutions should raise a warning flag. The 
Tennessee Constitution, Article VIII Section 1, calls forelection of all 
militia officers by those subject to military duty from company through 
division.[49] One should call the local Guard commander and ask to 
monitor the next election as an interested citizen. See how much humor 
you produce. 

The main line media has done weighty damage to the militia image. Time 
Magazine labeled militias as "paranoids".[50] Silly liberals should 
read Federalist 29. Hamilton wrote, "Where in the name of common 
sense are our fears to end if we may not trust our sons, our brothers, 
our neighbors, our fellow citizens?[51] Representative Nadler (D. NY) 
introduced HR 1544 to ban private militias in May, 1995. But, at least in 
Tennessee, even private militias are authorized.52 

One Biblical principle that can never be compromised is the 
subordination of the militia to the civil magistrate. This is generally 
codified in State constitutions. Military action by militias without this 
sanction are surely rebellion and vigilantism and contrary to God's Law 
in Romans 13:2. 

Besides frightening anti-gun liberals, militias can serve a valuable civic 
function. As a youth, I recall instances of citizens' arrest in Tennessee 
under the authority of common law. Tocqueville wrote of this function as 
being frequent in early America.[53] 

Civil defense is a valid function. Ad hoc militias provided emergency 
assistance after Hurricane Andrew when civil authorities were over¬ 
taxed and during the 1992 Los Angeles riots when the civil authorities 
apparently didn't care to maintain order. The recent exposure of the 
"Good 01' Boys Roundup", a gathering of State and federal off-duty law 
enforcement officers where many racist activities were alleged to have 


occurred is another example of militia civic action. The patriot 
magazine Media Bypass reported that this was investigated and 
exposed by militia units.[54] This assertion of militia involvement in this 
exposure has received scant media coverage. 

The civic actions to be performed by militias is only restricted by the 
imagination. Men working in their community generally serve to improve 
it. However, the militia function discussed in The Federalist is most 
critical to republican government. Even the monarchist Hamilton 
promoted citizen militias when he wrote of , "a large body of 
citizens...who stand ready to defend their own rights and those of their 
fellow-citizens" against a large standing army[55]. Therein is the 
problem in contemporary America. By Madison's definition we have a 
large standing army. Remember, "Let a regular army, fully equal to the 
resources of the country, be formed; and let it be entirely at the devotion 
of the federal government...[A] standing army...one hundredth part of the 
whole number of souls...[A]n army of more than twenty five or thirty 
thousand men". The regular forces, National Guard and Reserves 
number around 2.5 million.[56] Add 600,000 police to this number and 
you have a formidable force for oppression. 

Is this essay the rambling of a paranoid anarchist? Perhaps. Or perhaps 
it is a reasoned approach by a "Madison moderate". After all the fallen 
nature of man is changed by God alone and not by a Republican 
landslide in November 1994. Millions in America idolize government as 
savior, provider and even god. They believe all the civil magistrate press 
releases and all that establishment pundits write, without question or 
challenge. I consider the French Revolution a godless movement 
fostered by Satan but, I am not averse to following the rallying cry of the 
"Marsellaise": "Forme vos battalions... 

" Before it's too late. God commands it. 
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